




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Despite her termination on February 6, 1974, Eleanor is still looking for an
apartment, planning to be out of her sister's house before May. While no
longer under the possible constraint of being a program participant, Eleanor
now must confront the fact that she can no longer afford many of the units
she looked at when she could count on a program subsidy. An apartment she
found during the first week of March turned out to be too expensive, and

she has not followed up several recent leads from friends because they are
"new apartments and I can't afford them." She is now considering going to

a local rental referral agency, which will charge her a fee and, presumably,

provide her with a list of available units in her price range.
IT

Generally, Eleanor felt the Agency was "helpful."” Even after her termination,
she said she felt the program was good, although she wished there had been
some way to gain the confidence of property managers. It might have been
helpful, she felt, if the Agency had arranged to make payments directly to

landlords rather than to participants.

Never having been in a public assistance program before, Eleanor has no way
to compare the Agency with similar organizations. She feels Agency staff
were "polite"™ to her and she appears to have an adequate understanding of
the program. (Several times during interviews she noted that part of "the
experiment"” was to see if people who needed housing could learn to find
their own. That was why, she felt, the Agency could not actively help a

participant look for an apartment.)

Eleanor often called the Agency from work to clarify program requirements
such as special lease provisions, her payment, and advances for rent deposits.
She noted she could not always reach her services representative, but that

someone else would always be willing to try to help her with problems.

She never mentioned that she had three different services representatives
during her 90 days with the program. Her strongest contact with the Agency
was with her last representative, and she could not remember the names of
the others. Eleanor herself initiated nearly all her contacts with the

Agency, except for routine letters notifying her of workshops and of the
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end of her housing search period. She did not ask the Agency to help her
find a unit and did not discuss particular problems such as lack of coopera-
tion from many property managers. Once, on the night she attended a work-
shop, Eleanor checked the listings the Agency had posted, but she says she

did not find any units that fit her needs.

Eleanor's last services representative, in preparing her termination report,
noted:
"Participant enrolled on 11/06/73. Attended the 3-in-1 workshop

and received an extension. Was terminated on 02/06/74. Very
little contact.”

ITx

Many factors must be considered in reviewing Eleanor Tanner's experience with
the program. It appears that she had little free time to devote to a housing
search. Although she had no previous dealings with assistance agencies, she
seems to have understood the program fairly well. Her failure to become a
recipient resulted in part from three factors: her lack of experience in
looking for a place to live, the uncooperativeness of the suppliers with

whom she dealt, and her fear of asking for an inspection.

Eleanor was particular about the kind of place she wanted, yet her expecta-
tions seem to have fallen well within the range of most available housing in
Jacksonville--namely, the newer apartment complexes. Unfortunately, most of
these are situated on the south side, where Eleanor looked only during the
last couple of weeks of her search period. 1In addition, as Eleanor dis-
covered, many of these complexes are operated by property managers who have

not wanted to encourage program participation.

Although she sometimes seems to have lost interest in the program, Eleanor
several times made real efforts to try to find an apartment. As with somo
other participants, looking for a place to live was not simply a maltter of
finding better living conditions, but a move necessitated by other factors
--in Eleanor's case, the need to make way for her sister's first child. The
seriousness of her intent is in some part indicated by the fact that although
she is no longer a participant, she is still looking for an apartment. During
the last interview, Eleanor expressed disappointment that she would not be
able to benefit from the program. She is now having to rethink her strategy

and is looking for less expensive housing.
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Alice Dennis
I

Alice Dennis is 20 and lives with her mother in Springfield, a racially mixed
neighborhood northwest of the urban core of Jacksonville. Because of her
eight-month old boy and low grant income, Alice qualified for a fairly large
program payment. Had she found an acceptable place to live, Alice would have
left her mother's home for the first time in her life, This fact is signifi-
cant in following her case study, since like many other participants in Jack-
sonville, Alice has had no experience in looking for or maintaining a home

of her own.

Springfield is an area of older, mostly two-story wood-frame houses. Many

are in poor condition and, like the building Alice's mother occupies, have
been converted from single to two- and three-family dwellings. The neighbor-
hood is racially mixed, although Alice's block is predominantly black. The
houses have small yards, many of them fenced; the streets are lined with large
shade trees; and the community seems quiet and peaceful. Alice confirms this,
"Sometimes there are disputes,”" she says, "but they get settled right away."

She has several friends in the neighborhood and is active in the church choir.

Alice lives about a mile and a half from the city center, the nearest major
shopping area, although there are a few stores in her vicinity. When she
began looking for a place to live, Springfield was Alice's first choice, and

she spent much of her effort trying to find housing near her mother.

A high-school graduate, Alice has had three jobs since leaving school. First,
she worked as a nurse's aide at the Duval County Medical Center, then she be-
came a store clerk, and finally she was a waitress for three months before

she became pregnant and quit. She has not been employed since. When her son
was born, she qualified for Aid to Families with Dependent Children and now
receives $61 a month in grant income. Out of this, Alice pays her mother

$20 toward the rent, with another $10.52 going to an insurance policy for her

son. She has no other regular financial commitments.

Alice has lived all her life in Jacksonville. The farthest she has ever
traveled has been to Atlanta, Georgia, where she visited relatives. Prior to
moving to the Springfield house three years ago, Alice, her mother, and a

younger brother lived for seven years at Washington Heights, a predominantly
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black housing complex in the Moncrief area. Washington Heights was a "bad
neighborhood" and Alice's mother was anxious to move when her sister found
the two-family home in Springfield. Alice's aunt now occupies the second

floor, and Alice and her mother rent the first.

There are seven rooms, three of them bedrooms, on the first floor. Alice
shares a bedroom with her son, and her mother and l5-year-old brother each
have a room. An older brother who has been in prison for about a year is
due for release soon, but Alice does not know whether he will come to live

with them or not.
It

Alice applied to the program on October 9, 1973, Although she had heard
about the program through a mailing, she did not understand the card she re-
ceived and considered applying only after a friend who had done so told her
about it. Her mother was also interested in the program, and they went to
the Agency together, Alice intending to look for a place of her own, her
mother wishing to stay in her home. Both qualified for the program, com-

pleting the second enrollment conference on November 6, 1973,

Ernestine, Alice's mother, is 52 and has an annual earned and grant income
of $2,784. She was certified as eligible for a payment of $66 a month.

Her present rent for the Springfield house is $50 a month. At Ernestine's
request, the Agency arranged for an inspection, but when the inspector told
her the landlord would have to make repairs and her rent would probably in-
crease as a result, Ernestine "became discouraged." She had not told her
landlord she was having the unit inspected, and doubted he would make the
necessary repairs. She was also afraid that if the rent was substantially
increased, she might end up paying more rent under the program than she now
pays. Considering Alice's contribution, Ernestine's present rent is only
$30 a month, but she decided she was better off where she was and did not
discuss the matter with her landlord. Neither did she inform her services
representative of her decision. She was routinely terminated at the end of

the normal 60-day search period.

Alice qualified for a payment of $101 a month. When she enrolled, she thought
she knew of a place in her neighborhood where she could move, but she too was

discouraged when her mother's house failed to pass inspection. The unit she
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had in mind was not, in her opinion, in any better condition. She did not
contact the landlord to tell him about the program or to ask if he would be

interested in repairing the unit.

Throughout the search period, Alice's preference was for a small apartment
with two bedrooms. Since she had no income for purchasing appliances, a
stove and refrigerator would have to be furnished. She wanted "some kind of

heating,”" and air-conditioning if she could find it.

During the first 60 days of her search, Alice appears to have been handicapped
in two respects. In the first place, she confined her search to the im-
mediate neighborhood, partly by preference for that area, and partly be-

cause she wanted to stay near her mother. Secondly, she was reluctant to

ask a landlord if he would agree to having his unit inspected and to making
any necessary repairs. Since the vacancies she did find in Springfield were
in poor condition, she did not pursue them. She was looking for an apartment

that would, in her judgment, pass inspection without repairs.

For the most part, Alice's friends were sources of housing information. At
the beginning of her 60-day search period, she locked at three or four apart-
ments that had been suggested by friends, but she felt none of them would
pass inspection. Toward the end of the 60 days, she paid a fee to a local
housing referral agency and received a list of "five or six" apartments.

She looked at all of these, but some were already rented and the others, she
felt, would not pass inspection. Alice did not identify herself to landlords

as a program participant.

During this time, Alice had little contact with the Agency. Toward the end

of the first 60 days, a letter from her services representative notified her
that she would have to attend two workshops or a 3-in-l session if she wanted
an extension. She says the 3-in-1 workshop she attended on December 13, 1973,
was "very nice" and that she "learned a lot through it," but she has difficulty
remembering much about the content of the session, except that she "learned a
lot about the inspection." She remembers that pictures of houses that did

not pass inspection were shown.

Alice's services representative gave her an extension on January 6, 1974. By
that time, she had begun to change her approach in looking for a place and

was willing to go farther afield. Transportation posed a problem because
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she had no car and would have to rely on bus service to reach outlying areas,
a major expense on her income. She knew the Agency had a van, but she "didn't
understand how it was used." For these reasons, Alice relied mainly on tele-
phone contacts. At first she tried a few newspaper advertisements, then she

began to call property managers listed in the phone book.

Despite her attendance at a housing workshop, Alice still felt she had to
find an apartment that would pass inspection without first being repaired.
When calling property managers, she now identified herself as a program
participant and "asked if they had places that would pass the housing in-
spection code." She called "all those people.”™ (At one point Alice showed
the interviewer her phone book, where she had underlined the names of about

20 Jacksonville property managers she had called.)

Alice says that all but one of the people she called either responded nega-
tively to her request or said they "didn't handle EHAP clients." One pro-
perty manager who did deal with participants "was very nice but said he
didn't have any units right then.”" Alice continued calling property managers
during the first weeks of her extension, and says by this time she was will-
ing to move anywhere, even "across the water" to the predominantly white
neighborhoods in Arlington. She confined her search in this area, however,

to checking on a few apartments where friends lived. There were no vacancies.

Toward the end of her extension, Alice decided she would try to go to college.
She called her services representative and asked to be terminated, saying

she would stay with her mother if she returned to school. Her representative
maintained her until the end of her extension and then terminated her routine-
ly. Rather mysteriously, however, Alice applied for public housing at about
this time. At her last interview, held two days after she was terminated,
Alice said she was planning to try to enroll in a business course at Edward
Waters College. She would probably stay with her mother, but said she would

move to public housing if there was a vacancy.
IIT

During the first interview, Alice said, "I like the program.”" She said her
services representative was helpful and "treats me nice," and claimed she
had no problems with the Agency, comparing this relationship favorably with

the way she was treated by the Division of Family Services. She says she
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understood the program well, including the instructions she roeceived during

enrollment, and that the workshop was helpful.

Contact with the Agency was minimal during the early part of Alice's housing
search. When she received a letter informing her that her 60-day time allot-
ment was nearly over, she called her services representative "to see about
getting an extension" and was told she would have to attend workshops. Alice's
representative contacted her a couple of times. One call suggested that
Alice come in to look at the listings on the Agency bulletin board, but Alice
did not go. Another call was in conjunction with the Observation Study of
Housing Search Efforts conducted by Abt during January, 1974 to "set up a
date to ride with someone to go with me." Alice initially agreed to this
request but called back to decline. A few days later she called her repre-

sentative and told her she wanted to be terminated from the program.

Alice's representative feels "she looked real hard" for a place to live.

Her February 6 termination report reads:

" was living with her mother. She actively
looked for housing. She attended 3-in-1 workshop for a
30-day extension. Near the end of her 90 days, she called

to say she had decided to go back to school. She was going
to continue living with her mother. Some counseling involved.
She attended a 3-in-l1 workshop."

Iv

While Alice Dennis did not do everything she might have done to find a place
to live, it is possible she did almost everything she knew how to do. As
noted earlier, Alice had no previous experience in looking for a home. 1In
addition, it appears that Alice's mother was of little or no help after she
herself decided not to continue. Perhaps her mother might have even dis-

couraged Alice, preferring that her daughter stay home and help with the rent.

Alice's search was hampered by her insistence on looking for a unit that
would pass inspection without repairs. Her feeling that finding such a unit
was the only way she could stay in the program might have been partly a
misunderstanding of how the program operated. Perhaps she was also afraid,
especially at the beginning of her search, to confront landlords. The
revelation that extensive repairs would be necessary before her mother's

house would pass inspection no doubt discouraged Alice even more. Both
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Alice and her mother seemed to feel that most landlords would not be willing

to make repairs.

Although she claims she encountered no discrimination in her housing search,
it should be noted that she was fairly selective about where she looked.

The Springfield area, where Alice looked first, is a racially mixed, low-
income neighborhood. Even when she decided to look in predominantly white
areas of the city, she only investigated apartments where black friends were
already living. Although she did call property managers more or less at

random, none of these calls resulted in a vacancy she could follow up.

What Alice learned about looking for housing she appears to have learned on
her own. Although she found the workshop "helpful"” and the Agency staff
"nice," she was not able to remember much of what she had been told either
at the enrollment conferences or at the workshop. The Agency, for its part,
did not know much about Alice. There is no evidence staff were aware that
she had confined the greater part of her search to looking for units that

would pass inspection without repairs.

Alice tried several routes to finding a house and her effort must have been
sincere, She relied first on word-of-mouth referrals from friends, and she
paid nearly a month's grant income to a professional referral agency. Finally,
she turned to the newspapers and the telephone book. Her inexperience, the
possible lack of any really effective counseling, her early concentration of
effort in a largely substandard neighborhood, and her insistence on finding

a home that would immediately pass inspection--all appear to have conspired

against her becoming a program recipient.
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APPENDIX VI

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS
AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

The following tables describing initial demographic characteristics of black

and white enrollee households are included for the interested reader:

Table VI-1l: Relationship Between Attainment of Recipient
Status and Age of Head of Household, Household Size and Race.

Table VI-2: Relationship Between Net Income and Attainment
of Recipient Status by Race and Household Size.

Table VI-3: Relationship Between Per Capita Gross Income and
Attainment of Recipient Status by Race and Age.

These tables supplement the information presented in Section 7.2 and allow
the reader to verify that the three-way cross-tabulations do not change the

results of that section.
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Table VI-1
ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD, HOUSEHOLD S1ZE AND RACE

WHITE (N = 347} BLACK (N = 676)
Household Under 25 25 10 61 Elderly, 62+ Under 25 25 to 61 Elderly, 62+
Size
Became Did Not Became Did Not Became Did Not Became Did Not Became Did Not Became Did Not
Recipient | Become Recipient | Become Recipient | Become Recipient | Become Recipient | Become Recipient | Become
Recipient Recipient Recipient Recipient Recipient Recipient
0 0 12 5 27 19 0 0 1 7 2 9
one
- - 71% [29%] 59% 41% - - [13%] 88% [18%] 81%
[\
e e}
o
31 30 b3 31 8 5 44 161 33 92 2 7
2-3
51% 49% 63% 37% 62% (38%] 21% 79% 26% 74% - —
10 4 28 43 0 3 10 45 28 114 0 2
4-5
71% {29%] 39% 61% - - 18% 82% 20% 80% - 1
0 0 17 21 0 0 0 3 25 89 0 2
6+
- - 45% 55% - - — — 22% 78% - —
N - 1023

Missing observations: 1
Sources: AAE Application, Enrollment, and Payments Initiaton Forms



8¢

Table VI-2

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INCOME AND ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS BY RACIAL AND
HOUSEHOLD SIZE CATEGORIES

WHITE N=347 BLACK N=676
Net Income $0— $1000— $2000—- $3000— $5000— $0— $1000— $2000— $3000—- $5000—
Status $999 $1999 $2999 $4999 $6999 $999 $2999 $3999 $4999 $6999
Household Size = 1
Recipient 6 (75%)| 24 (58%) 7 (64%) 2(67%) | el * 0 3(20%) | ... * * *
Not Recipient 2(25%)| 17 (42%) 4 (36%) 1(33%) | e * 4 {100%)| 12 (80%) AT I L *
Household Size = 2-3 :
Recipient 21(64%)| 27 (71%) 12 (44%) 26 (49%) 6 (86%) 38 (27%) | 19 (33%) 7 (12%) 15 (21%) 0
Not Recipient 12 (36%)| 11 (29%) 15 (56%) | 27 (51%) 1(14%) 103 ({73%) | 39(67%) | 52 (88%) 56 (79%) 10 (100%)
Household Size = 4-5
Recipient 13 (68%) 7 {50%) 3 (20%) 14 (40%) 1 (20%) 17 (19%) | 10 (34%) 5 (18%) 6 {15%) 0
Not Recipient 6 (32%) 7 (50%) 12 {80%) 21 {60%) 4 (80%) 71 (81%) | 19(66%){ 23 (82%) 35 (85%) 13 (100%)
Household Size = 6+
Recipient 6 {50%) 1 (33%) 4 (40%) 6 (46%) | ... * 12 (20%) 4 {33%) 3(17%) 6 (23%) 0
Not Recipient 6 (50%) 2(67%) 6 (60%) 7(54%) | ... * 47 (80%) 8 (67%) 15 (83%) 20 (77%) 4 (100%)
N=1023 Missing Observations: 1
Source: AAE Payments Initiation, Application & Certification Forms
BLACK. WHITE
ignifi Significanc
Size Chi Square™ Significance Size Chi Square ‘g ficance
L evel Level
] 0.822 Not significant 1 0.620 Not significant
2-3 9.082 P(.10 23 11.496 P{.05
4-5 9.723 P{.05 4-5 8.072 P(.10
6F 0.394 Not significant 6+ 2.450 Not significant

*Cells in which N=0 for both Recivient and Not Recinient were excluded

i computing Chi Sguares and other statistics.




TABLE VI-3

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PER CAPITA GROSS INCOME

AND ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS BY RACE AND AGE

Per Ra:ze White Black
it
Capita Under 25  25-61 62+ Under 25 25-61 62+
Income
$0-500
Recipient 10 62% 21 62% - 21 255 34 24% -— --
Not Recipi [9) -
ot Recipient 38% 13 384 62 754 106 Sgs 2 100%)
$501-1, 000
ipient 4
Recipien 13 594 2 60% % 6721 10 10 33 265 2 (209
Not R ipi 2
ot Reciplent) 9 ;. 8 408 3331 ©° 813 93 745 [71%]
$1,001-1,500
Recipient > 5081 1° 338 8 672 8 17% 8 19 T
y .
ot Recipient| 3 (5047 3 g74 3381 ® 83w P88  ° (1008
$1,501-2,000
Recipient 4 251 1® 462 M ges > [17%] S T
. . l .
Not Recipient| 5 (geey 19545 13545 | 29 g3s 27 796 © [100%]
$2,001-2,500
Recipient > 6241 > [42%]  © 603 % 2401 > 13321 1 (508]
Not Reciplent| 3 r3g4] 7 5g 4 ra0e1 ] 1 76e 10 676 1 (509
1
i
$2,501 + |
ipi ﬁ - 1
Recipient 4 (a09 M oese ® 60% 11124 | 100%)
Not Recipient| 6 goi  Z (153 (408 7 8y 7 (1009 T 77
TOTAL
. g 4
Reciplent 4l ggq 110 558 B gee 1 % 01s 87 52 (17%)
. . P ! 2
Not Rec1p1entj 34 453 100 48% 27 43% 209 295 302 78% 0 832

]

N= 1023

Missing Observations: 1

Source:

AAE Application, Certification, and

Payments Initiation Forms




APPENDIX VII

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN QUALITY OF ORIGINAL UNIT, UNIT SATISFACTION,
NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION, INTENTION TO MOVE OR STAY AND
ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS

The following tables trace the relationships between quality of original
unit, unit satisfaction, neighborhood satisfaction, intention to move or
stay, and attainment of recipient status for those households on which all
data is available. Because a case is deleted if there is a missing obser-
vation on any one of the variables, the number of cases is noticeably
smaller than in some other tables showing the same variables in two-way or
three-way relationships. The patterns, however, do not seem to be greatly
distorted. This data for black households is shown in Table VII-1; that
for whites is shown in Table VII-2. These tables supplement the discussion
of housing quality and satisfaction variables found in Section 7.3 of the

report.



Table V1i-1

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN QUALITY OF ORIGINAL UNIT, UNIT SATISFACTION, NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION,

INTENTION TO MOVE OR STAY AND ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS BY BLACK ENROLLEES (WITH PROPORTION
_BECOMING RECIPIENTS IN EACH CATEGORY SHOWN UNDER CATEGORY HEADING).

Unit Unit Neighborhood Intention Became
Quality Satisfaction @ Satisfaction To Moveb Recipients
Satisfied 12 (86%) » Move 10 (83%) 1 (10%
/ .08 T Sty 2017%) 0
Satisfied 14 (24%) » Dissatisfied 2 (14%) » Move 2 (100%) 1 (50%)
Low 59 (67%) 14 50 T Stay 0
.20 Dissatisfied 45 (76%) ————" Satlsfled 15 {33%) \ Move 14 (93%) 5 (36%)
il \ Stay 1(7%) 0
Dlssanshed 30 (67%) Move 30 (100%) 5 (17%)
7 7 Stay 0

Move 2 (100%) 1 (50%)

/ Satisfied 2 (50%) -
Satisfied 4 (22%)\ 50 T Stay O

Medium 18 (20%) 25 Dissatisfied 2 (50%)\: Move 2 (100%) 0
a7 o Stay O
Dissatisfied 14 (78%) —— o Satisied 4 (29%) Move 4(100%)  1(25%)

14 \_
Stay O

D|ssat|sf|ed 10 {71%) —_— Move 10 (100%) 1(10%)
10 ~* Stay O

Satisfied 5 (45%) ———— Satisfied 3(60%) e\ 0 (679%) 1(50%)

67 o
40 \ % %
Dissatistied 2 (40%) e Stav  1{33%) 1 (100%)
High 11 (13%) Dissatisfied 6 (55%)\ \ Move 2(100%) 0O
0

.36 .33 Satisfied O Stay

8z

Dissatisfied 6 (100%)\ Move 6 (100%) 2 {33%)
- 37 * Stav 0
N - 88 — S

Sources: AAE Application, Enrollment, Housing Evaluation, and Payments Initiation Forms, and First Participant Survey

Aynit satisfaction for black households in low-quality units was somewhat inflated by households which were satisfied with the unit per se, but were “doubled up”* or
overcrowded init.

Dyntention to move from high-quality units by black houscholds was inflated by a high percentage of households in subsidized units. Program rules required them to
move in order to quatify for payments,



Table VII-2
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN QUALITY OF ORIGINAL UNIT, UNIT SATISFACTION, NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION,
INTENTION TO MOVE OR STAY AND ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT STATUS BY WHITE ENROLLEES (WITH PRO-
PORTION BECOMING RECIPIENTS IN EACH CATEGORY SHOWN UNDER CATEGORY HEADING).

PRt S R L eI M R R R SRR S

Unit Unit Neighborhood Intention Became
Quality Satisfaction Satisfaction To Move Recipients

b~

-

Satisfied 1 (100%) mme————— Move 1 (100%) 0
\Stav 0
o / Dissatisfied O -+ Move
Satistied 1 (7%) T, Stay

/ Satisfied 11 (79%)=——————— Move 10 {91%) 9 (90%
Dissatisfied 14 (93%) 82 \ Stay 1 {9%) 0

L0W7‘5 (42%) 79 Dissatisfied 3 (21%) =m————= Move 3 (100%) 2 (67%)
73 67 TSty 0
/ Satisfied 3 (60%) Move O
o Satisfied 5 {45%) Stay 3 (100% %
hd 73 . Dissatisfied 2 (40%) —————— Move 2 (100%) 1 (50%)
' Dissatisfied 6 (65%) x50 Stay 0
83 Satisfied O -+ Move
I Stay
. o Dissatisfied 6 (100%) ——» Move 6 {100%) 5 (83%)
High 10 (28%) 83 Stay 0

70 Satisfied 8 (80%)
Dissatisfied 2 (20%) Satistied 7 (88%) e Move O
86 T 7 oo 6 (86%)
Dissatisfied 1 (13";)?: Move 1 {100%) 1 (100%)
1.00 Stay O

Satisfied 0\
Move

Stay

\\\: Move 2 (100%) 0
Stay O

Dissatisfied 2 (100%)

N 36

Sources: AAE Apphcation, Enroltment, Houstng Evaluation, and Payments Initiation Forms, and First Participant Survey
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